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Dr. Combe on the Observation of Nature [Jan. " is a very frightful question to be asking at the present state of the world's history, when medicine has been proposed as an art two thousand years and more." (p. 558.) Concurring as I do most cordially in this latter sentiment, it seems to me strange that this very frightfulness should not have suggested a doubt to Dr. Symonds, whether he had not greatly misapprehended, and consequently unintentionally misrepresented the question that was really before him. If such a doubt had suggested itself, and he had thereby been led to inquire more carefully, all his fears would have vanished, for he would have seen that such was not the question which was before him, and that were it possible for a question so inherently absurd to be ever seriously put, there would be all but unanimity in the answer which it would meet with from the profession and from the public. It is true that in his letter, Dr. Symonds seems to express a contrary conviction; but so far from that conviction being well founded, I feel assured that it would puzzle him to produce one medical man who would, in his sound senses, affirm that it is "safer to leave diseases to their own course than to interpose remedies," and he has been led to an opposite conclusion only by adopting the mistaken impression, that treatment conducted in accordance with the laws and intentions of Nature (which, for the sake of brevity, I shall call the natural treatment) is identical with no treatment at all?a construction at once palpably erroneous and unwarranted. So common, however, is this misconstruction among those who have not thought on the subject, that it is everywhere the first objection made to natural treatment; and accordingly in your April Number I protested against it by anticipation (at p. 508), and even accused you of " an omission in your article which will tend to the diffusion of a misapprehension already too prevalent in a point of vital importance, and of having unguardedly used expressions which, per se, might be held to justify it." Again, at page 513, I recurred to the subject, and said, "By thus insisting on the necessity of a more complete and faithful observation of the course of Nature, and of acting more systematically under her guidance, I am far from meaning that we are to sit with our hands across and allow things to take their own way. So far from it, it is certain that the principle I inculcate would demand more watchfulness, and give room for a nicer exercise of judgment, and a more consistent, and, I believe, successful treatmentand yet Dr. Symonds argues as if my object was to " leave things to take their own way"?a proceeding which he cannot condemn more strongly than I do. 
